This paper explores the application of ethics in two contrasting approaches to evaluation: one that views evaluation as essentially a research project, and the other that sees evaluation as an extension of project management. We argue that the growth in so-called rigorous impact evaluation, characterised by practitioners as evaluation using experimental or quasiexperimental methods, has seen evaluation treated increasingly as a sub-set of research. This has entailed greater use of ethical committees, and specifically institutional review boards (IRBs) as many academics promoting the use of experimental methods are based in the USA.
While there is longstanding recognition of the importance of ethical conduct within evaluation (Newman and Brown, 1996) , we argue that in the past decade there has been a greater emphasis by evaluation societies and funders on developing guidelines and establishing formal structures for review (Munslow, 2016) . So-called rigorous impact evaluation involving experimental and quasiexperimental methods has become increasingly popular (Bedecarrats et al, 2015) and is often viewed as the 'gold standard' of evaluation methodologies (Cupitt, 2015; ILO, 2014) . Evaluation of this sort, which often involves largescale household surveys and ethical challenges around the use of control groups (Prowse and Camfield, 2013 ) is increasingly being treated as a sub-set of research, and subject to ethical review through IRBs i in the same way as clinical trials.
An alternative view of evaluation characterises it as an extension of the project cycle or public sector management ii , which may therefore not need formal ethical review iii . Indeed, most development programmes themselves rarely go through any ethical review or screening, and whether the evaluation is commissioned by management or its funder, it rarely goes through formal ethical
procedures. This situation is described by Rodgers (2014, para. 5 ):
'Sometimes they [evaluations] go through our university ethics committee in exactly the same way as a research project, and the commissioning government department is keen for the proposal to have this scrutiny… But sometimes, especially where we are supporting a government agency to reexamine existing data, we argue that it is more like program management activity and an ethics application is not needed, although of course ethical practice always is… But the dividing line demonstrate this growth in experimental approaches in Figure 1 for evaluations conducted for the World Bank. Bedecarrats et al (2015) The reason for the increased ethical scrutiny of evaluations using experimental methods is provided by Ravallion (2014, pg. 2) who notes, RCTs "deliberately alter the program's (known or likely) assignment mechanism", which has direct effects on the wellbeing of some of the participants. We argue that the rise of IRBs to address these problems has not been universally welcomed. There 
Ethical review through IRBs tend to cover issues of consent and anonymity (what Camfield and
Palmer-Jones (2013) refer to as 'care of the subject'), but may be less able to see the bigger picture.
An example of this includes the power dynamics between evaluator and funder, for instance increasing pressures on evaluators to only report good news, even if this means misrepresenting findings (Morris, 2012) . In relation to IRBs, some evaluators lament the fact that they seem to care less about the evaluation per se, but are part of the reputation management exercise of the associated institution (Silberman et al, 2012; Lincoln et al, 2004) . Nonetheless, we note that IRBs potentially provide the following features that guarantee a minimum standard of ethics:
1. They can act as a screening mechanism, providing the first line of defence against harm from a project being undertaken. This may put the institute's interest ahead of the evaluator's in the sense that an evaluation that appears risky due the use of unfamiliar methods or because it offers greater than usual access to data may not be approved.
This caution relates to the IRB's duty to ensure risk mitigation, so that the institution can continue to promote evaluations that do no harm while not suffering negative reputational effects that could affect funding.
2. It can signal to other institutions and the wider public that the evaluator and the institution are working in an upstanding manner, thereby promoting the institution and the methods.
3. The IRB has the ability to suggest amendments to evaluation design or methodology to promote more ethically sound practice. However, although IRBs may have these advantages, by the nature of the process of review they are linked to 'institutional contexts of power' (Weiss, 2005) . These may favour particular methodological approaches when ideally it should be up to the skill of the evaluator, through a recursive process, to decide which approach is best suited.
Can evaluation be seen as just another stage of project management?
While rigour is often seen in terms of the largest possible separation between the project and its evaluators, an alternative view proposes that a truly ethical evaluation is one that is embedded within the project to maximise the opportunities for learning -and ultimately impact. In this view the process of evaluation can be seen as an extension of project cycle management, or public sector management (as seen in UNODC, 2016; European Commission, 2002; Bedi et al, 2006) . This can lead to evaluations of programs 'lack[ing] transparency, public input, and deliberation' (Weiss, 2005, pp. Through skill based development and the sharing of learning, ethical questions are being addressed, but concerns still arise. Typically, professional associations and membership platforms also focus on the design/planning phase, but is enough attention being placed on later stages, beyond questions of methodology? Secondly, by focussing on self-evaluation through guidance, we have little knowledge of how ethical concerns are actually being addressed.
Are IRBs and professionalization approaches reshaping the evaluation landscape?
Both IRBs and professionalization have addressed some of the micro/macro ethical concerns in evaluations, but neither tends to go much beyond the design/planning and fieldwork phases of projects/evaluations. Greater feedback loops around ethical practice would be one mechanism to alleviate this; these are there in theory, but rarely implemented. For instance, most feedback loops are based on a one way system of data extraction, although a two-way system is currently being piloted by DFID (Groves, 2015) . There is also a secondary concern. As IRBs face consistent problems understanding and approving approaches to evaluation that are not RCTs or similar (e.g. qualitative, process tracing, democratic approaches etc.) and take a long time to review and decide (Abbott et al, 2011) , this can lead to systematic bias in the types of evaluations taking place worldwide. For We hypothesise that knowing which evaluations are likely get approval by IRBs can change the types of research that evaluators seek approval for. This may make them more risk-adverse and potentially more willing to adopt an experimental approach, rather than the evaluation methodology most suitable for the institutional context, in order to get ethical approval (a phenomenon that has been observed in relation to qualitative research and clinical ethics committees in the UK).
Similarly, this concern may be seen, albeit from a different perspective, within professionalization, as evaluation is still a 'fledgling profession: its market is being captured by auditors, economists and management consultants' (Picciotto, 2015, slide. 5) . As the market further professionalizes and standardises, we note that there could be significant differences in power dynamics, which may lead to more risk-adverse behaviours by evaluators who are not willing to undertake new types of evaluations, or use new approaches, be they democratic or others. This has the ability to shift the balance of power between the efficiency vs. empowerment paradigm in evaluation, moving against more participatory approaches (Cleaver, 1999; Wallerstein, 1999) .
Another possible reason for this shift is that once credentials and professional approval are sought, it places more value on the viewpoint of the evaluator ('the expert'), and less on the viewpoint of participants/beneficiaries or the public in general, which may lead to even less inclusion of these voices within the evaluation. This can be seen as an example of 'invisible power' (Gaventa, 2009 (Picciotto, 2011) .
Inevitably both these hypotheses, and their effects, have some bearing on the evaluation landscape and may shift it towards narrower and less participatory approaches. We discuss this possibility in the final section.
What next for ethics in evaluation?
While IRBs provide a formal space to check protocols, professionalization generally deals with guidance for personal conduct. However neither really address ethical issues faced by evaluators in taking more participatory, adaptive and learning approaches to evaluation such as the inclusion / exclusion of different individuals. In this way blind spots remain, beyond the view of the approaches discussed. Other gaps include lack of attention to the application of ethical guidelines and an unwillingness to report issues that arise in certain institutional contexts so that the rest of the industry learns. Admitting mistakes requires buy-in from both evaluators and commissioners so that the field may learn more and develop. In line with proponents of democratic evaluation such as Picciotto (2011 ), House (1978 , , and Greene et al, (2006) , it may also mean that the actual ethical dilemmas of evaluators in balancing methodology, inclusion / exclusion and the various interests of stakeholders remain hidden -rather than being unearthed, informed by ethical theory and guidance, and sufficiently deliberated in a democratic manner. We propose that in their initial stages evaluations should carefully consider mechanisms that give close attention to the issues raised by stakeholders and value deliberation, independence and objectivity -rather than defer ethical responsibility solely to the formal consideration of an IRB, or the individual professionalism of an evaluator.
